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REMARKS 

Independent claims 1 and 8 have been amended to further clarify that the activity claimed 
occurs within a mobile phone or other similar type device accessible to a cellular type network. 

The Examiner has rejected the entire application under 35 USC § 103 (a) as unpatentable 
over U.S. Pat. No. 6,456,234 Bl to Johnson in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0103158 to Vella. 

The present invention enhances the missing person "Amber Alert" notification system by 
incorporating mobile phone messaging as an additional means for disseminating Amber Alert 
notifications to mobile phone users in the general public. The present invention further allows 
mobile phone users that receive an Amber Alert notification message to reply to the Amber Alert 
notification to help locate a missing or abducted individual. 

The elements/steps claimed in the present invention call for a mobile phone to receive a 
public service message (i.e., Amber Alert) that was disseminated to a large number of mobile 
phone subscribers from a centralized source like one or more carrier networks working in 
conjunction with a law enforcement agency. Should a mobile phone user have information of 
value, the mobile phone can then automatically compose a response to the public service 
message that contains helpful information regarding the missing or abducted individual. The 
reply message, at a minimum, includes a header portion containing contemporaneous 
information like time, date, and perhaps location of the sending mobile phone. The reply 
message may also contain additional user supplied information such as a brief description of 
what was witnessed or even a picture if the mobile phone is camera equipped. The message is 
then automatically sent back to the original sender of the Amber Alert notification so that it can 
be processed in hopes of locating the missing or abducted individual. 
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The cited prior art of Johnson is directed towards the transmission of situational location 
dependent information from a server data processing system (SDPS) to a receiving data 
processing system (RDPS) that can include a mobile phone. In Johnson, a candidate delivery 
event associated with a current positional attribute of the receiving data processing system is 
recognized and a situational location of the remote data processing system is determined. 
Johnson at Abstract. Johnson automatically determines when content should be delivered and 
then automatically and proactively delivers it. Johnson at col. 4 lines 36 - 38. 

Johnson depends on positional location of a mobile phone (RDPS) to trigger a candidate 
delivery event which is typically the "pushing" of an advertisement to the RDPS from a server 
(SDPS) in communication with the RDPS. Johnson is a one-way communication system in that 
the RDPS does not and can not respond to "pushed" messages. This is in stark contrast to the 
intent and claims of the present invention which provide a means of feedback to the original 
sender of an Amber Alert message so as to quickly and efficiently provide clues or tips regarding 
a missing or abducted individual. 

The Examiner, in referring to independent claims 1 and 8, states that Johnson discloses in 
the receiving data processing system (RDPS) and the Summary of the Invention, the receiving of 
a public text message (Amber Alert; col. 3 , lines 51-62, with respect to header and data portions, 
see Figs. 7A-9D). 

Johnson does mention that a public service message (e.g., Amber Alert) can be "pushed" 
to an RDPS from a server (SDPS) as an example use for his invention. However, the constraints 
of Johnson still apply, namely, a situational location RDPS that is incapable of responding to the 
message directly. Thus, the application of Johnson to a header and data portion in a response 
message is completely inaccurate since the present invention applies the header and data portion 
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to the reply message and not the original Amber Alert message. Johnson's header and data 
portions are clearly restricted to the pushed message that was sent from the SDPS to the RDPS 
and can not be interpreted to read on the present invention since Johnson never contemplates 
responding to a pushed message including an Amber Alert message. Johnson is a one-way 
content delivery system. 

The transmission of situational location dependent information from a server data 
processing system (SDPS) to a mobile phone as disclosed in Johnson is not the same or 
equivalent to receiving a public service text message that was broadcast to a large number of 
mobile subscribers since Johnson is location dependent with respect to the RDPS meaning that 
the transmission of Johnson is not made to a large number of mobile subscribers. Nor is the 
present invention dependent on or restricted by the location of the receiving mobile phone. 

It is also clear that Johnson does not explicitly or implicitly disclose automatically 
generating a reply message or automatically sending the reply message since Johnson does not 
compose or send any sort of reply message as it is a one-way communication system. The 
present invention can automatically generate and send a reply message that includes header and 
data portions. The header and data portions in Figures 7A-9D of Johnson simply do not relate to 
a reply message from the mobile phone (RDPS), they relate to a data record with a content 
database. See, Johnson for example at col. 13 lines 16-64. 

Vella is merely cited as teaching sending a reply message to the sender of a text message. 
The recited paragraphs of Vella are intended to read on the clauses of the present invention that 
Johnson presumably does not. As per the Examiner these clauses include "the notification of 
receipt or reply message". The Examiner has significantly paraphrased the actual claim language 
but it is applicant's belief that he is referring to the following clauses: 

TRIl\636499vl 

Page 6 of 9 



Application Serial No.: 10/604,070 
Attorney Docket No. : 01 9778-000032 

automatically generating a reply message to said public service text message wherein said reply 

message contains a header portion and a data portion; and 

automatically sending said reply message to the sender of the public service text message. 



The cited paragraphs of Vella do not read on the clauses above. Vella is actually 
describing a process in which the alert originator is notified of message delivery via e-mail by 
the launch server (e.g. cellular carrier). This is completely different from what is disclosed and 
claimed by the present invention. 



PRESENT INVENTION 




The diagram above clearly illustrates the differences between the present invention and 
Vella. In the present invention, the alert originator requests the cellular carrier to broadcast the 
alert message to all subscribers. Each individual subscriber can then automatically generate a 
reply message back to the alert originator (not the cellular carrier) with valuable information. 
The reply message contains a header portion identifying the subscriber and an optional data 
portion that includes specific information. 

Vella describes a similar means for disseminating an alert message to a large number of 
subscribers but offers no teaching of a reply message. The reply message alluded to by the 
Examiner is merely an e-mail notification from the cellular carrier to the alert originator 
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confirming delivery of the original alert. This does not read on the present invention for two 
main reasons. First, it is described as an e-mail message not a reply SMS or MMS message. 
Second, the message is from the cellular carrier to the alert originator whereas the present 
invention claims that the reply message is sent from the subscriber to the alert originator. Thus, 
Vella does not teach automatically generating a reply message to said public service text message 
wherein said reply message contains a header portion and a data portion; or automatically sending said 
reply message to the sender of the public service text message. Vella's "notification of delivery 
completion" e-mail message from the carrier to the alert originator can not reasonably be equated to the 
reply message generated by a subscriber and sent to the alert originator as described and claimed in the 
present invention. 

It is applicant's belief that contrary to 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), neither Johnson nor Vella either 
alone or in combination teach the steps and/or elements claimed in the present invention. 

Claims 2-7 recite features which further patentably distinguish the present invention over 
Johnson in view of Vella. Additionally, these claims depend, either directly or indirectly, from 
independent claim 1 and by virtue of dependency, contain all the features of independent claim 
1. 

Similarly, claims 9-14 recite features which further patentably distinguish the present 
invention over Johnson in view of Vella. Additionally, these claims depend, either directly or 
indirectly, from independent claim 8 and by virtue of dependency, contain all the features of 
independent claim 8. 

Based on the foregoing, applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 1 - 14. 
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The Examiner is authorized to charge any fees required and not paid herein, or credit any 



overpayment to Deposit Account 13-4365. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: 



By: 




Gregory Stephens 

Registration No. 41,329 

Attorney for Applicants 

Moore & Van Allen, PLLC 

Phone: (919)286-8000 

Facsimile: (919)416-8393 

Email: gregstephens@mvalaw.com 
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